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12782. Misbranding of oysters. U. 8. v. Ivy L. Leonard and Thomas B.
Leonard (I. L. Leonard & Co.). Plea of guilty. Fine, $10. (F. &
D, No. 18737. 1. S. Nos. 6758-v, 15290-v, 15291-v.)

On September 19, 1924, the United States attorney for the District of Mary-
land, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the District
Court of the United States for said district an information against Ivy L.
Leonard and Thomas B. Leonard, copartners, trading as I. L. Leonard & Co.,
Cambridge, Md., alleging shipment by said defendants, in violation of the food
and drugs act as amended, in various consignments, namely, on or about
December 11 and 12, 1923, respectively, from the State of Maryland into the
State of Massachusetts, and on or about December 12, 1923, from the State of
Maryland into the State of Illinois, of quantities of oysters which were mis-
branded. The article was contained in cans labeled variously: “ Minimum 1
Gallon Volume ”; “ Selects Minimum Volume 1 Gallon”; “ Minimum Volume 1
Gallon.”

Examination of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this department
showed that the cans contained approximately 5 per cent less than 1 gallon of
oysters.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in the information for the reason
that the statements ‘“ Minimum 1 Gallon Volume,” * Selects Minimum Volume
1 Gallon,” or “ Minimum Volume 1 Gallon,” as the case might be, borne on the
cans containing the said article, were false and misleading in that the said
statements represented that each of said cans contained 1 gallon of oysters, and
for the further reason that the article was labeled as aforesaid so as to deceive
and mislead the purchaser into the belief that each of said cans contained 1
gallon of oysters, whereas, in truth and in fact, each of said cans did not con-
tain 1 gallon of oysters but did contain a less amount. Misbranding was
alleged for the further reason that the article was food in package form and
the quantity of the contents was not plainly and conspicuously marked on the
outside of the package.

On or about October 23, 1924, the defendants entered pleas of gullty to the
information, and the court Amposed a fine of $10.

Howarp M. Gorg, Secretary of Agriculture.

12783. Misbranding of cottonseed meal. U. S. v. 500 Sacks of Cottonseed
Meal. Default decree of condemnation, forfeiture, and sale. (F.
& D. No. 18803. I. S. No, 2425-v. S. No. E-4872.)

On June 24, 1924, the United States attorney for the Western District of
New York, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel praying the seizure
and condemnation of 500 sacks of cottonseed meal, remaining in the original
,unbroken packages at Buffalo, N. Y., consigned by the Hayes Grain Co.,
'Little Rock, Ark., alleging that the article had been shipped from Little Rock,
Ark., May 26, 1924 and transported from the State of Arkansas into the State
of NeW York, and charging misbranding in violation of the food and drugs
act. The article was labeled in part: (Tag) “Hayes Brand Cotton Seed
Meal, * * #* Q@uaranteed Analysis Protein 483% * * * Manufactured
For Hayes Grain & Commission Co., Ch1cago, I.”

Misbranding of the article was alleged in substance in the libel for the
reason that the statement, “ Hayes Brand Cotton Seed Meal, * * * 101
Lbs. Gross—100 Lbs. Net Guaranteed Analysis Protein 43%, ' was false and
misleading and deceived and misled the purchaser, in that the said article
was deficient in protein.

On August 19, 1924, no claimant having appeared for the property, judgment
of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the court
that the product be sold by the United States marshal

Howarp M. Gore, Secretary of Agriculture.

12784, Adulteration of canned salmon., U. 8. v, 50 Cases of Salmon. Con-
sent decree of condemnation and forfeiture. Produet released
under bond. (¥, & D. No. 17896. 1. S. No. 12510-v. 8. No. E-4561.)

On November 5, 1923, the United States attorney for the District of Columbia,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Supreme
Court of the District of Columbia, holding a district court, a libel praying the
seizure and condemnation of 50 cases, each containing 4 dozen cans of salmon,
at Washington, D. C., alleging that the article was being offered for sale and
sold in the District of Columbia, and charging adulteration in violation of the
food and drugs act. The article was labeled in part: (Can) ‘“ Rose Brand
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* * * (Contents One Pound Chum Distributed By Carlisle Packing Co.
Seattle, Wash., U. S. A.”

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that it
consisted in part of a filthy, decomposed, and putrid apimal substance.

On October 20, 1924, the Carlisle Packing Co., claimant, having admitted the
allegations of the libel and having consented to the entry of a decree, judg-
ment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the
court that the product be released to the said claimant upon payment of the
costs of the proceedings and the execution of a bond in the sum of $250, in
conformity with section 10 of the act, conditioned in part that the good portion
be separated from the bad portion under the supervision of this department, and
the bad portion destroyed.

Howarp M. GoOre, Secretary of Agriculture.

12785. Adulteration of hutter. V. S. v. Idahome Creamery Co., a Corpora-
;ig?.v )Plea of guilty. Fine, $150. (F. & D. No. 18355. I. S. No.

On or about July 23, 1924, the United States attorney for the District of
Idaho, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the District
Court of the United States for said district an information against the Idahome
Creamery Co., a corporation, Preston, Idaho, alleging shipment by said com-
pany, in violation of the food and drugs act, on or about January 16, 1923, from
the State of Idaho into the State of California, of a quantity of butter which
was adulterated.

Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this
department showed that it contained 79.11 per cent of butterfat.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the information for the reason that
a product deficient in milk fat had been substituted for butter, which the
article purported to be.

Oh October 21, 1924, a plea of guilty to the information was entered on behalf
of thé defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $150.

Howarp M. Gore, Secretary of Agriculiure.

1278G. Adulteration and misbranding of butter. U. S. v. 13 Tubs of Bui-
ter. Consent deeree of condemnation and forfeiture. Product
released under bond 1o be reprocessed. (. & D. No. 19075. 1. S.
No. 13989-v. S. No. E-4975.)

On October 7, 1924, the United States attorney for the Southern District of
New York, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel praying the seizure
and condemnation of 13 tubs of butter, remaining in the original unbroken
packages at New York, N. Y., alleging that the article had been shipped by
the Tilden Produce Co., St. Paul, Minn,, on or about September 25, 1924, and'
transported from the State of Minnesota into the State of New York, and
charging adulteration and misbranding in violation of the food and drugs act.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that a
substance deficient in butterfat and containing excessive moisture had been
mixed and packed therewith so as to reduce, lower, or injuriously affect its
quality or strength and had been substituted in whole or in part for the said
article. Adulteration was alleged for the further reason that a valuable con-
stituent of the article, butterfat, had been in whole or in part abstracted.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the article wag offered for sale
under the distinctive name of another article.

On October 21, 1924, the Tilden Produce Co., St. Paul, Minn., claimant, having
admitted the allegations of the libel and having consented to the entry of a
decree, judgment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was
ordered by the court that the product be released to the said claimant upon
payment of the costs of the proceedings and the execution of a bond in the sum
of $350, in conformity with section 10 of the act, conditioned in part that it
be reprocessed under the supervision of this department, so that it should con-
tain at least 80 per cent of butterfat.

Howarp M. GorE, Secretary of Agriculture.

12787. Adulteration and misbranding of butter. U. S. v. 8 Tubs of Butter.
Consent decree of condemnation and forfeiture. Product re-
leased under bond to be reprocessed. (F. & D. No. 19076. I. S. No.
13171—v. 8. No. E-4976.)

On October 8, 1924, the United States attorney for the Southern District of

New York, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the



